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DETAILED ACTION 

Priority 

1. Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 119(a)-(d), which 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The listing of references in the specification is not a proper information disclosure 
statement. 37 CFR 1.98(b) requires a list of all patents, publications, or other 
information submitted for consideration by the Office, and MPEP § 609.04(a) states, 
"the list may not be incorporated into the specification but must be submitted in a 
separate paper." Therefore, unless the references have been cited by the examiner on 
form PTO-892, they have not been considered. See page 1 , Ins. 31 and 32. 

Drawings 

3. The drawings are objected to because it is believed "13" in Fig. 2 should read -- 
12-. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
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of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 1-10, 12, and 13 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
in claim 1, In. 25, "he" should read -the--. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

6. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Lee 
(US6077054 to Lee et al.). 

Lee discloses two lamination portions (120a, 120b, Fig. 4) as claimed, at least 
one of said lamination portions having at least part of an internal axial extension and 
one end radial extension, as claimed. See Figs. 3 and 4 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

9. Claims 1-4, 6, 9, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lee (US6077054 to Lee et al.) in view of Lilie (WO01/73923 to Lilie et 
al.). 

Regarding claims 1, 6, and 9, Lee discloses steps a, e, and f of claim 1 , as well 
as the subject matter of claims 6 and 9. See Fig. 4, wherein tubular coil 110 is enclosed 
within the two halves (annular assemblies) of the stator core. See col. 3, Ins. 50-67 and 
col. 4, Ins. 22-34. See 120a and 120b in Fig. 4. 

Lee does not disclose steps b-d of claim 1 . 

Lilie discloses forming an annular stator for a compressor by providing a 
rectilinear alignment of each of a plurality of lamination portions laterally mutually 
seated, with their respective radially internal axial edges defining a flat surface (see 
Figs. 2 and 4-7). The laminations are connected together to allow only a limited relative 
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angular displacement, and the stack is deformed to form an annular shape (annular 
assembly), as claimed. See Fig. 3 and steps a-c on page 3, Ins. 1 1-23. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to combine the 
teachings of Lee and Lilie to form a stator core comprising two halves, each half being 
formed from a rectilinear stack of laminations which is thereafter deformed into an 
annular shape. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in 
order to reduce the number of steps required to form the two halves of the stator (see 
page 8, Ins. 8-15 for a list of advantages), while at the same time maintaining the 
advantage of employing two halves, mainly easy assembly of the coil within the core. 

Regarding claim 2, see Fig. 3 of Lee, particularly near numeral 120. The joint 
between the two halves can be easily seen, and it is clear that the halves (annular 
assemblies) are affixed to each other in seating regions (flat surfaces of the two cores 
are in contact at the joint) with mutual fitting. 

Regarding claims 3, 4, and 10, Lee in view of Lilie as applied to claim 1 
disclose substantially the same invention as the Applicant, except for affixing the two 
halves of the stator core using an adhesive and allowing the adhesive to cure under 
tension. 

It is common knowledge to use adhesives to join two parts and to maintain the 
parts to be joined under tension while the adhesive sets. 

Therefore, at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to join the two halves by means of an adhesive as 
claimed, in order to simply and inexpensively form the completed stator. Other means of 
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joining could include using bolts or welding. Likewise, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize an adhesive to 
affix the tubular coil to the two halves (annular assemblies), in order to ensure the coil 
does not move within the stator core. 

10. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee and 
Lilie in view of Laskaris (US5318412 to Laskaris et al.). 

Lee and Lilie together disclose the same invention as the Applicant except for the 
seating region of the laminations of one of the halves being a recess, the laminations of 
the other half having a complementary projection to be fitted in the recess. 

Laskaris discloses this limitation. See Fig. 2, especially the joint between portions 
12a and 12b. Half 12a contains a projection which fits into a complementary recess of 
half 12b. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to provide the two core halves of Lee and Lilie with such 
seating regions, in order to form keying features which ensure the two halves are 
properly aligned and connected. 

11. Claims 7 and 8 are rejected Under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lee and Lilie in view of Anderson (US3043994 to Anderson et al.). 

Lee and Lilie together disclose the same invention as the Applicant except for 
providing the coil with an insulating cover which is injected about the coil. 

Anderson teaches it it is known to do this (see figures; see col. 1 , Ins. 1 0-27. 
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At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to form such an insulating cover over the coil of Lee and Lilie, in 
view of the teachings of Anderson. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to do so in order to protect the coil from damage. 

12. Claims 12 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lee in view of Anderson. 

Regarding claim 12, the claim is a product-by-process claim. The patentability 
of a product does not depend on its method of production. In re Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 
697, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985) (citing In re Pilkington, 411 F.2d 1345, 1348, 
162 USPQ 145, 147 (CCPA 1969)). If a product in a product-by-process claim is the 
same as or obvious from a product in the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even 
though the prior product is made by a different process. Id. citing In re Marosi, 710 F.2d 
799, 803, 218 USPQ 289, 292-93 (Fed. Cir. 1983); Johnson & Johnson v. W.L Gore, 
436 F. Supp. 704, 726, 195 USPQ 487, 506 (D. Del. 1977); see also In re Fessmann, 
489 F.2d 742, 744, 180 USPQ 324, 326 (CCPA 1974). 

Regarding claims 12 and 14, Lee discloses two halves of a stator core, each 
half having an annular shape and comprising a plurality of laminations, a coil being held 
between the two halves of the core. The laminations have at least part of an internal 
extension, as claimed, and at least one end radial extension, as claimed. See Figs. 3 
and 4. 

However, Lee does not disclose a coil which has an insulating cover. 
Anderson discloses this limitation, as previously discusses. 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the invention of Lee, in view of the teachings of 
Anderson, by providing such a cover for the coil, in order to protect the coil from 
damage. 

13. Claim 13 is rejected under. 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee in 
view of Laskaris. 

The claim is a product-by-process claim. The patentability of a product does not 
depend on its method of production. In re Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 697, 227 USPQ 964, 
966 (Fed. Cir. 1985) (citing In re Pilkington, 411 F.2d 1345, 1348, 162 USPQ 145, 147 
(CCPA 1969)). If a product in a product-by-process claim is the same as or obvious 
from a product in the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even though the prior product is 
made by a different process. Id. citing In re Marosi, 710 F.2d 799, 803, 218 USPQ 289, 
292-93 (Fed. Cir. 1983); Johnson & Johnson v. W.L Gore, 436 F. Supp. 704, 726, 195 
USPQ 487, 506 (D. Del. 1977); see also In re Fessmann, 489 F.2d 742, 744, 180 
USPQ 324, 326 (CCPA 1 974). 

Lee discloses the same invention as the Applicant, as claimed, and as previously 
discussed, except for one of the core halves having a projection which is 
complementary to a recess in the other half (annular assembly) of the core. 

As previously discussed, Laskaris discloses this limitation. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was mad e to provide the two halves with such features, in order to form 
keying features which ensure the two halves are properly aligned and connected. 
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Conclusion 

14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. US6506032, JP10322945. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from, the 
examiner should be directed to Livius R. Cazan whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
8032. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00AM-4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Peter Vo can be reached on (571)272-4690. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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